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DETAILED ACTION 



Remarks 

1 . Claims 1-20 have been examined and rejected. This is the first Office action on 
the merits. 



Claim Objections 

2. Claim 5 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

a. On [line 1] of claim 5, Examiner suggests changing "comprises." to - 

comprises:-- 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 



4. Claims 1-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

a. Claims 1 and 5 recite the limitation "the parent" in [line 5] and [line 6] of 
claim 1 and [line 3] of claim 5. There is insufficient antecedent basis for 
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this limitation in the claim. Examiner suggests changing "the parent" to - 
the parent object-. 

b. Claims 1 , 4, and 5 recite the limitation "the child" in [line 6] of claim 1 , [line 
3] of claim 4, and [lines 3 and 5] of claim 5. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Examiner suggests 
changing "the child" to -the child object-. 

c. Claim 1 recites the limitation "the parameter" in [line 7] of the claim. It is 
unclear as to which of the one or more parameters associated with one of 
the child object and the parent object is being referred to. 

d. Claim 1 recites the limitation "the one or more parameter limitations" in 
[line 8] of the claim. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation 
in the claim. 

e. Claim 3 recites the limitation "the object" in [line 5] of the claim. It is 
unclear whether "the object" refers to the child or parent object. 

f. Claims 4 and 5 recite the limitation "the one or more child limitations" in 
[line 2] of the claims. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this 
limitation in the claim. 

g. Claim 8 recites the limitation "the limitations" in [line 9] of the claim. It is 
unclear which of the one or more parameter limitations of the child, the 
one or more parameter limitations of the parent, or both, is being referred 
to. 
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h. Claim 8 recites the limitation "the received edit operation request" in [line 
10] of the claim. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in 
the claim. 

i. Claims 9, 10, 11, and 12 recite the limitation "the child" in [line 37 of claim 
9 and [line 27 of claims 10, 11, and 12. There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. Examiner suggests changing "the 
child" to -the child object-. 

j. Claims 10, 11, and 12 recite the limitation "the parent" in [line 2] of the 

claims. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 
Examiner suggests changing "the parent" to -the parent container-. 

k. Claims 14 and 16 recite the limitation "the child" in [line 6] of claim 14 and 
[lines 4 and 6] of claim 16. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this 
limitation in the claim. Examiner suggests changing "the child" to -the 
child object-. 

I. Claims 14 and 16 recite the limitation "the parent" in [line 6] of claim 14 
and [line 4] of claim 16. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this 
limitation in the claim. Examiner suggests changing "the parent" to -the 
parent container-. 

m. Claims 14 and 18 recite the limitation "the layout" in [line 8] of claim 14 
and [line 37 of claim 18. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this 
limitation in the claim. 
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n. Claim 1 5 recites the limitation "the parent object" in [line 3] of the claim. 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 
Examiner suggests changing "the parent object" to -the parent container- 

o. Claim 15 recites the limitation "the object" in [line 6] of the claim. It is 

unclear whether "the object" refers to the child object [line 3] of claim 14 or 

the parent object [line 3] of claim 1 5. 
p. Claim 16 recites the limitation "the one or more child layout limitations" in 

[line 3] of the claim. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation 

in the claim. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

6. Claim 1 and 14-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Joseph (U.S. Patent No. 5,873,106). 

Claim 1 (Method) 

Claim 14-16 (Machine-Readable Medium) 



Application/Control Number: 10/824,998 



Page 6 



Art Unit: 2173 

6-1. Regarding claims 1 and 14, Joseph teaches the claim comprising detecting a 
layout edit operation for a child object displayed on a video display by a computer 
system, by disclosing a geometry management system that handles resizing of a 
window including the child objects and parent containers within the window [column 1, 
lines 58-67; column 2, lines 1-11], The geometric system supports dynamic re-layout, 
wherein the size of one or more objects are changed at run time due to a variation in 
one or more parameters that affect the geometry management of the layout [column 3, 
lines 19-24]. As described in [column 1, lines 38-55; figures 1a, 1b], an object may 
require resizing depending on the spacing of text and graphics. Thus, a layout edit 
operation for a child object is detected based on parameters that affect the geometry 
management of the layout. Additionally, the geometry management system's visual 
layout mechanisms permit a user to receive direct feedback when generating a display 
[column 3, lines 35-42]. At design or layout time, child objects are placed in a parent 
container [column 1, lines 65-66]. To lay out a form, a user selects a child object, drags 
the child object over a selected cell, and drops the child object into the cell. In response 
to the user operation, the.geometry management system configures the child object 
within the parent container such that the appropriate geometry management methods 
are executed [column 5, lines 40-48]. As described in [column 7, lines 34-48], 
parameters control the layout of child objects. Thus, during design time, a user may edit 
the layout of a child object by selecting its location as well as modifying its appearance 
by editing parameters of its associated geometry manager. 
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Joseph teaches determining from the child object and the parent whether there 
exists one or more parameters associated with one of the child and the parent, by 
disclosing that prior to design, a user specifies constraints that define relationships for 
the display layout. A constraint may be related directly to a child object, or may be a 
global constraint implemented at the geometry management level. A layout constraints 
attribute is set by a parent container object to control child objects within it [column 4, 
lines 33-50]. A child may also express preferences via minimum and maximum 
attributes for inner and outer sizes and via implementation of a QueryGeometry method 
[column 5, lines 1-6]. Both the parent and child parameters are taken into consideration 
when determining the geometry of the child object [column 4, lines 51-56]. 

Joseph teaches editing the layout of the child object if a parameter limitation 
exists for the parameter, in accordance with the one or more parameter limitations, by 
disclosing that when a child object requires resizing, the child object requests geometry 
from the parent container object. Based on the specified parameters, the container 
determines whether a given geometry is feasible and if so, the container implements the 
geometry [column 4, lines 56-67]. 

6-2. Regarding claim 15, Joseph teaches the claim wherein the determining further 
comprises determining a container type for the parent object or container in which the 
child object is displayed, by disclosing the layout constraints attribute, which stores 
container/geometry manager specific attributes within a child object [column 9, Table 2, 
lines 24-31]. 
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Joseph teaches retrieving a set of layout parameters related to the child object to 
be edited, by disclosing that a child may express preferences via minimum and 
maximum attributes for inner and outer sizes and via implementation of a 
QueryGeometry method [column 5, lines 1-6]. These parameters are used to determine 
the re-layout of the child object. 

Joseph teaches retrieving a set of layout parameters related to the container in 
which the object is displayed, by disclosing that the layout constraints attribute is set by 
a parent container object to control child objects within it [column 4, lines 33-50]. 

Joseph teaches recognizing any layout limitations that exist within the set of 
layout parameters, by disclosing dimension attributes [column 9, lines 32-44]. 

6-3. Regarding claim 16, Joseph teaches the claim wherein the editing of the layout of 
the child object comprises determining whether the one or more child layout limitations 
includes a functional relationship between the child and parent, by disclosing an 
IsManaged attribute which determines whether the child is geometry managed by the 
parent of the child [column 9, lines 26-28]. 

Joseph teaches retrieving a ReferenceSize if a functional relationship exists and 
calculating new layout parameters for the child based on the functional relationship and 
the ReferenceSize, by disclosing a Resized method that performs re-layout of child 
objects based on the current geometry of the container [column 10, lines 41-56]. A 
layout constraints attribute controls the layout of the child object with respect to its 
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container [column 3, lines 33-50]. Thus the layout of child objects are based on the 
parameters of the container. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 2-7 and 17-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Joseph (U.S. Patent No. 5,873,106) and Software Engineering Institute ("Layering 
ABAS", March 15, 2003), herein after, SEI. 

Claims 2-7 (Method) 

8-1 . Regarding claim 2, Joseph teaches the invention substantially as claimed. See 
section 6-1 . Joseph does not expressly teach the claim wherein the detecting operation 
is performed via an abstraction layer. SEI teaches that abstraction layers are used to 
provide portability layers for software systems that run on different operating systems 
and hardware platforms and to provide a common abstraction for communications 
[paragraph 1]. Since the geometry management system of Joseph is used in any 
environment using a windows system [column 1, lines 11-20], it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to make the 
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geometry management system as an abstraction layer to arrange and edit the layout of 
objects. This would allow the geometry management system to be made portable and 
more easily implemented in any application having a windows system. 

8-2. Regarding claim 3, Joseph and SEI further teach the claim wherein the 
determining operation comprises determining a container type for the parent object or 
container in which the child object is displayed, by disclosing the layout constraints 
attribute, which stores container/geometry manager specific attributes within a child 
object [Joseph, column 9, Table 2, lines 24-31]. 

Joseph and SEI teach retrieving a set of properties related to the child object to 
be edited, by disclosing that a child may express preferences via minimum and 
maximum attributes for inner and outer sizes and via implementation of a 
QueryGeometry method [Joseph, column 5, lines 1-6], These properties are used to 
determine the re-layout of the child object. 

Joseph and SEI teach retrieving a set of properties related to the parent 
container in which the object is displayed, by disclosing that the layout constraints 
attribute is set by a parent container object to control child objects within it [Joseph, 
column 4, lines 33-50]. 

Joseph and SEI teach recognizing any limitations that exist within the set of 
properties, by disclosing dimension attributes [Joseph, column 9, lines 32-44]. 
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8-3. Regarding claim 4, Joseph and SEI further teach the claim wherein the operation 
of editing comprises determining whether the one or more child limitations includes a 
maximum dimension, by disclosing minimum and maximum attributes for inner and 
outer sizes of child objects [Joseph, column 5, lines 1-6]. 

Joseph and SEI teach limiting adjustment of the dimension of the child to less 
than or equal to the maximum if the maximum dimension is present, by disclosing that if 
an object is out of a set range, the object calls set attribute calls to bring the dimensions 
within the permissible range [Joseph, column 9, lines 32-44], 

8-4. Regarding claim 5, Joseph and SEI further teach the claim wherein the editing 
operation comprises determining whether the one or more child limitations includes a 
functional relationship between the child and parent, by disclosing an IsManaged 
attribute which determines whether the child is geometry managed by the parent of the 
child [Joseph, column 9, lines 26-28]. 

Joseph and SEI teach retrieving a ReferenceSize if a functional relationship 
exists and calculating new layout parameters for the child based on the functional 
relationship, by disclosing a Resized method that performs re-layout of child objects 
based on the current geometry of the container [Joseph, column 10, lines 41-56]. A 
layout constraints attribute controls the layout of the child object with respect to its 
container [Joseph, column 3, lines 33-50]. Thus the layout of child objects are based on 
the parameters of the container. 
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8-5. Regarding claim 6, Joseph and SEI further teach the claim wherein editing the 
child object comprises modifying one or more properties of the child object, by 
disclosing that the geometric system supports dynamic re-layout, wherein the size of 
one or more objects are changed at run time due to a variation in one or more 
parameters that affect the geometry management of the layout [Joseph, column 3, lines 
19-24]. As described in [Joseph, column 1, lines 38-55; figures 1a, 1b], an object may 
require resizing depending on the spacing of text and graphics. Thus, the size of a child 
object may be edited. 

8-6. Regarding claim 7, Joseph and SEI further teach wherein editing the child object 
comprises modifying one or more properties of the parent object or container, by 
disclosing that the geometric system supports dynamic re-layout, wherein the size of 
one or more objects are changed at run time due to a variation in one or more 
parameters that affect the geometry management of the layout [Joseph, column 3, lines 
19-24]. 

Claims 17-20 (Machine-Readable Medium) 

8-7. Regarding claim 17, Joseph teaches the invention substantially as claimed. See 
section 6-1 . Joseph does not expressly teach the claim wherein the detecting operation 
is performed via an abstraction layer. SEI teaches that abstraction layers are used to 
provide portability layers for software systems that run on different operating systems 
and hardware platforms and to provide a common abstraction for communications 
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[paragraph 1]. Since the geometry management system of Joseph is used in any 
environment using a windows system [column 1, lines 11-20], it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to make the 
geometry management system as an abstraction layer to arrange and edit the layout of 
objects. This would allow the geometry management system to be made portable and 
more easily implemented in any application having a windows system. 

8-8. Regarding claim 18, Joseph and SEI teach the claim wherein editing the child 
object further comprises determining whether a layout limitation of the child is a 
proportional relationship to the parent and if so, maintaining the proportional relationship 
between the layout of the object and the parent container, by disclosing that the 
geometry management policy may be to configure a container large enough to 
encapsulate a child object text [Joseph, column 2, lines 4-8], Thus, the geometry 
management policy may maintain a relationship between the sizes of the parent and 
child object such that if the size of the child object varies, the parent object will vary in a 
manner that is dependent of the child object. 

8-9. Regarding claim 19, Joseph and SEI teach the claim wherein editing the object 
comprises modifying one or more properties of the child object in a child measure 
helper routine in the abstraction layer, by disclosing that the geometry management 
system specifies parameters through negotiation among the child objects, the 
containers, and the high level geometry manager [Joseph, column 4, lines 51-67], 
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8- 1 0. Regarding claim 20, Joseph and SEI teach the claim further comprising 
modifying one or more properties of the child object in a child arrangement routine in the 
abstraction layer consistent with one or more limitations in the parent container, by 
disclosing that the geometry management system specifies parameters through 
negotiation among the child objects, the containers, and the high level geometry 
manager [Joseph, column 4, lines 51-67]. When a child object requires resizing, the 
child object calls a RequestGeometry method contained in the corresponding container 
object. The container determines whether a given geometry is feasible and if the 
parameters are acceptable, the container implements the geometry [Joseph, column 4, 
lines 56-67]. 

9. Claims 8-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Joseph (U.S. Patent No. 5,873,106) and Bray ("Application Programming Interface", 
February 2, 2003). 

Claims 8-13 (System) 

9- 1 . Regarding claim 8, Joseph teaches the claim comprising a processor and a 
memory coupled with and readable by the processor, by disclosing [figure 7]. 

Joseph teaches detecting a layout edit operation request for a child object 
displayed on the video display by the computer system and sending an edit operation 
request to initiate layout editing of the child object, by disclosing a geometry 
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management system that handles resizing of a window including the child objects and 
parent containers within the window [column 1, lines 58-67; column 2, lines 1-11]. The 
geometric system supports dynamic re-layout, wherein the size of one or more objects 
are changed at run time due to a variation in one or more parameters that affect the 
geometry management of the layout [column 3, lines 19-24]. As described in [column 7, 
lines 38-55; figures 1a, 1b], an object may require resizing depending on the spacing of 
text and graphics. Thus, a layout edit operation for a child object is detected based on 
parameters that affect the geometry management of the layout. Additionally, the 
geometry management system's visual layout mechanisms permit a user to receive 
direct feedback when generating a display [column 3, lines 35-42]. At design or layout 
time, child objects are placed in a parent container [column 1, lines 65-66]. To layout a 
form, a user selects a child object, drags the child object over a selected cell, and drops 
the child object into the cell. In response to the user operation, the geometry 
management system configures the child object within the parent container such that 
the appropriate geometry management methods are executed [column 5, lines 40-48] 
As described in [column 7, lines 34-48] parameters control the layout of child objects. 
Thus, during design time, a user may edit the layout of a child object by selecting its 
location as well as modifying its appearance by editing parameters of its associated 
geometry manager. 

Joseph teaches determining whether the child object has one or more parameter 
limitations and determining whether the parent container has one or more parameter 
limitations, by disclosing that prior to design, a user specifies constraints that define 
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relationships for the display layout. A constraint may be related directly to a child object, 
or may be a global constraint implemented at the geometry management level. A layout 
constraints attribute is set by a parent container object to control child objects within it 
[column 4, lines 33-50]. A child may also express preferences via minimum and 
maximum attributes for inner and outer sizes and via implementation of a 
QueryGeometry method [column 5, lines 1-6]. Both the parent and child parameters are 
taken into consideration when determining the geometry of the child object [column 4, 
lines 51-56]. 

Joseph teaches editing the child object layout based on the limitations and the 
received edit operation request, by disclosing that when a child object requires resizing, 
the child object requests geometry from the parent container object. Based on the 
specified parameters, the container determines whether a given geometry is feasible 
and if so, the container implements the geometry [column 4, lines 56-67]. 

Joseph does not expressly teach sending an edit operation request via an 
application program interface to initiate layout editing of the child object. Bray teaches 
that an Application Programming Interface (API) facilitates exchanging messages or 
data between two or more different software applications. This is used to achieve total 
cross-platform consistency. Since the geometry management system of Joseph is used 
in any environment using a windows system [column 1 } lines 11-20], it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to make the 
geometry management system as an API to arrange and edit the layout of objects. This 
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would allow the geometry management system to be made portable and more easily 
implemented in any application having a windows system. 

9-2. Regarding claim 9, Joseph and Bray teach the claim of performing a child object 
measure helper operation and a child object arrangement helper operation on the child 
when a layout edit operation request is detected, by disclosing that the geometric 
system supports dynamic re-layout, wherein the size of one or more objects are 
changed at run time due to a variation in one or more parameters that affect the 
geometry management of the layout [Joseph, column 3, lines 19-24], As described in 
[Joseph, column 1, lines 38-55; figures 1a, 1b], an object may require resizing 
depending on the spacing of text and graphics. The layout of the child object is changed 
based on constraints specified by a user prior to design that define relationships for the 
display layout. A constraint may be related directly to a child object, or may be a global 
constraint implemented at the geometry management level. A layout constraints 
attribute is set by a parent container object to control child objects within it [Joseph, 
column 4, lines 33-50]. A child may also express preferences via minimum and 
maximum attributes for inner and outer sizes and via implementation of a 
QueryGeometry method [Joseph, column 5, lines 1-6]. Both the parent and child 
parameters are taken into consideration when determining the geometry of the child 
object [Joseph, column 4, lines 51-53]. 
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9-3. Regarding claim 10, Joseph and Bray teach the claim wherein one or more of the 
child limitations includes a functional relationship of size between the child and the 
parent, by disclosing that when a child object requires resizing, the child object calls a 
RequestGeometry method contained in the corresponding container object. The 
container determines whether a given geometry is feasible and if the parameters are 
acceptable, the container implements the geometry [Joseph, column 4, lines 56-67]. 

9-4. Regarding claim 1 1 and 12, Joseph and Bray teach the claim wherein the 
functional relationship is a proportional relationship between the child and the parent 
and wherein editing the layout of the child object comprises maintaining the proportional 
relationship between the child and the parent, by disclosing that the geometry 
management policy may be to configure a container large enough to encapsulate a 
child object text [Joseph, column 2, lines 4-8]. Thus, the geometry management policy 
may maintain a relationship between the sizes of the parent and child object such that if 
the size of the child object varies, the parent object will vary in a manner that is 
dependent of the child object. 

9-5. Regarding claim 13, Joseph and Bray teach the claim wherein editing the child 
object comprises modifying one or more layout properties of the parent container, by 
disclosing that the geometry management policy may be to configure a container large 
enough to encapsulate a child object text [Joseph, column 2, lines 4-8]. 
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Conclusion 

10. The prior art made of record on attached form PTO-892 and not relied upon is 
considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. Applicant is required under 37 C.F.R § 
1 1 1(c) to consider these references fully when responding to this action. The 
documents cited therein teach similar systems for layout editing operations of display 
objects in a graphical user interface. 

1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Alvin H. Tan whose telephone number is 571-272-8595 . 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thu 9:30-7 and alternating Fridays 
9:30-6. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kristine Kincaid can be reached on 571-272-4063. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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